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OPINIONOPINIONOPINIONOPINION

PER CURIAM

Theodore Hurwitz appeals the district court's order denying his
habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 (1994) on the basis that his
sole claim had been raised and denied on the merits in an earlier
motion under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 2000), a denial which
Hurwitz did not appeal. However, under 28 U.S.C.A.§ 2244(a) (West
Supp. 2000), no district court is required to entertain a habeas petition
inquiring into the detention of a person pursuant to a judgment of a
court of the United States if it appears that "the legality of such deten-
tion has been determined by a judge or court of the United States on
a prior application for a writ of habeas corpus." In light of the
Supreme Court's recognition that a § 2255 motion is the substantial
equivalent of a habeas corpus petition for a federal inmate, Sanders
v. United States, 373 U.S. 1, 15 (1963), the district court's denial of
Hurwitz's petition is without error. Furthermore, to the extent Hur-
witz alleges errors in the district court's original determination on the
merits, we are mindful that habeas review is an extraordinary remedy
and "`will not be allowed to do service for an appeal.'" Harris, 180
F.3d 313, 317 (4th Cir. 1999) (quoting Reed v. Farley, 512 U.S. 339,
354 (1994); Sunal v. Large, 332 U.S. 174, 178 (1947)). Accordingly,
we affirm the district court's order, and dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid in the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED

                                2


